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REMARKS 

Ml and timely response to the outstanding Office Action mailed 
Reconsideration and allowance of the application and presently 
are respectfully requested- 



Response to Rejections of Claim Under 35 U.S.C. S102 

Claim 10 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 

M^^gatte (U.S. Patent No. 6,862,583). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

It is axiomatic that "[ajnticipation requires the disclosure in a single prior art 

rejfcrence of each element of the claim under consideration." W, L. Gore & Associates, 

In^. V. Garlock Inc., Ill R2d 1540, 1554, 220 USPQ 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 

fore, eveiy claimed feature of the claimed subject matter must be represented in 

thd applied reference to constitute a proper rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102(e). In the 

prJsent case^ not every feature of the claimed subject matter is represented in the 

Mkzzagatte reference. Applicants discuss the Mazzagatte reference and Applicants' 

clamed subject matter in the following. 

As provided in independent claim 10, Applicants claim: 

In a facsimile machine ad^ted for receiving and printing out 
digital dociunents, a device comprising: 

a store of digital certificates, each certificate being associated 
with a most recent sender of a received digital document; and 

an audit log comprising a list of received document entries, each 
entry containing a reference to one of the certificates in the store and a 
imique identifier associated witfj a received digital document, wherein: 

the received digital document and a digital certificate of a most 
recent sender of the received digital document are received 
contemporaneously by the facsimile machine; and 

the facsimile machine is configured to print the received 
digital document upon the most recent sender of the received digital 
document being authenticated. 

(El aphasis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 10 is allowable for at 
leafet the reason that Mazzagatte does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least that "the 
fac simile machine is configured to print the received digital document upon the most 
It sender of the received digital document being authenticated," as recited and 
>hasized above in claim 10. 
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In making the rejection, the Office Action states that "Mazzagatte teaches a 
ra( thod of authenticated secure printing in which a print node . , , wails for an 
in4nded recipient to arrive at the printer and present proper authentication. Once the 
intended recipient is authenticated, the printer then determines whether there are any 
prtot jobs queued for the intended recipient, and the print node may accordingly print 
a < ocument." Office Action, page 3. 

Applicants agree that Mazzagatte seemingly teaches the foregoing. For 
ex imple, Mazzagatte states that the "print node then waits for the intended recipient to 
an Lve at the printer and present the proper authentication information in order to 
ret|ieve the print job and have it printed." CoL 9, lines 31-35. 

However, in contrast, the claim recites that a "facsimile machine is configured 
to brint the received digital document upon the most recent sender of the received 
digital document being authenticated" and not the intended recipient. Therefore, 
M^agatte does not teach or suggest all of the claimed features. 

For at least this reason, claim 10 is not anticipated by Mazzagatte^ and Ihe 
rejection shoidd be withdrawn, 

2. Response to Rejection of Claims Under 35 U.S.C. 6103 j 

In the Office Action, claims 1-4, 9, and 1 1-16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.c' 

§ll)3(a) as allegedly being unpat^itable over Mazzagatte in view of SUck (U.S. Patent 
I ' 
Ncl 7,003,667). Claims 5-7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C, §103(a) as allegedly bein^ 

un* atentable over Mazzagatte in view of Slick in further view of Fischer (EP Patent 

03|6867B1). Claim 8 stands rejected under 35 US.C, §103{a) as allegedly bein^ 

linfatentable over Mazzagatte in view of Slick in further view of Mandelbaum (El[ 

Pa] ent No. 0671830A2). It is well-established at law that, for a proper rejection of k 

i 

cla m under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being obvious based yxpon a combination of refierencesi 
the cited combination of references must disclose, teach, or suggest, either implicitly of 
exj licitly, all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. See, e.g.. In Re Dow 
Chemical, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed, Cir. 1988), and In re Keller, 20^ 
U.; ;.P,Q,2d 871, 881 (C.C.P.A. 1981). | 
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a. Claim 1 

As provided in independent claim 1, Applicants claim: 

A documeoit printout device for receiving and printing out 
digital documents, the printout device comprising: 

a store of digital certificates, each certificate being associated 
with a received digital document and a most recent sender of the 
received digital document; 

an audit log comprising a list of received document entries^ 
each ^ntty containing a reference to one of the certificates in the store, 
an encrypted digest corresponding to the received digital document of 
that entry, and a unique identifier associated with the received digital 
documents; 

a decryption algorithm for decrypting the received encrypted 
digest associated with one of the received digital document selected for 
verification; and 

a hash algorithm for creating a digest of the selected digital 
document such that when the created digest corresponds to the decrypted 
digest, the digital certificate of the most recent sender is authenticated, 
wherein: 

the received digital docxunent, the received encrypted digest 
associated with the received digital document, and the digital certificate 
associated with the received digital document are received 
contemporaneously by the document printout device; and 

the document printQut device is configured to print the received 
digital document upon Ike digital certificate of the most recent sender 
being authenticated. 

(Ei sphasis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 1 is allowable for a; 
lea it the reason that Mazzagatte in view of Slick does not disclose, teach, or suggest a: 
least that "the document printout device is configured to print the received digita 
doi ument upon the digital certificate of the most recent sender being authenticated/ 
ecited and emphasized above in claim 1 . 

For example, Mazzagatte states that the "print node then waits for the intendec 
to amve at the printer and present the proper authentication information ir 
orqfer to retrieve the print job and have it printed." CoL 9, lines 31-35, However, it 
, the claim recites that "the docimient printout device is configured to print the 
digital document upon the digital certificate of the most recent s ender being 
" and not the intended recipient (Emphasis added). 
Since SUck is legally inadeqxiate to cure the deficiencies of the Mazzagatte^ a 
facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by Mazzagatte in view of Slick 
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ha I not been made. Accordingly, claim 1 is not obvious under the propose(. 
copbiualion of Mazzagatte in view of Slick, and the rejection shoujd be withdrawn. 

b. Claims 2-9 and 12-13 

Because independent claim 1 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
dependent claims 2-9 and 12-13 (which depend from independent claim 1) are 
all )wable as a matter of law for at least the reason that dependent claims 2-9 and 12 
13 contain all the elements and features of independent claim 1 . Further, Fischer anc . 
Mlndelbaum are legally inadequate to the cure deficiencies of the Mazzagatte anc 
Sli references with regard to claims 5-7, 8, and others. For at least this reason, tho 
rejpctions of claims 2-9 and 12-13 should be withdrawn. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for the allowability of 

i 

clMms 2-9 and 12-13, these dependent claims recite further features/'steps and/or 
colabinations of features/steps (as is apparent by examination of the claims themselves] ^ 
are patentably distinct from the cited art of record- Hence, there are other reason$ 
wily these dependent claims are allowable. 



Claim 11 

As provided in independent claim 1 1, Applicants claim: 

A method of authenticating the identity of a send^ of a 
received digital document, the method comprising: 

iisang a unique identifier printed on the received docimient to 
search for a corresponding record in a list of received document 
records; 

referencing a digital certificate associated with the selected 
record, the certificate being one of a store of certificates of received 
documents and each digital certificate being associated with a most 
recent sender of a received digital document; 

receiving an encrypted digest of the received digital document; 

decrypting the encrypted digest; 

computing a value of a second digest from the received digital 
document; 

comparing the computed value of the second digest with a 
value of the decrypted digest; 

carrying out an on-line authentication of the cenificate when the 
computed value of the second digest corresponds with the value of the 
decrypted digest; 

printing the received digital document if the certificate of the 
most recent sender of the received digital document is authenticated. 
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wherein the received digital document, the received encrypted digest 
associated ^ith the received digital document, and ike digital 
certificate associated with the received digital document are received 
contemporaneously. 



(Effiphasis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claitn 1 1 is allowable for at 
leafet the reason that Mazzagatte in view of Slick does not disclose, teach, or suggest at 
leap "printing the received digital dociiment if the certificate of the most recent sendei: 
of the received digital document is authenticated, wherein the received digital 
document, the received encrypted digest associated with the received digitaji 
do jument, and the digital certificate associated with the received digital document ar^ 
rec eived contemporaneously," as recited and emphasized above in claim U . 

For example, Mazzagatte states that the "print node then waits for the intended 
re aipien^ to arrive at the printer and present the proper authentication information ijSi 
orlier to retrieve the print job and have it printed." CoL 9, hues 31-35 (Emphasi^ 
ad led). However, in contrast, the claim recites that "printing the received digitaji 
do ;ument if the certificate of the most recent sender of the received digital documcnlt 
is iuthenticated, wherein the received digital document, the received encrypted digest 
asiocialed with the received digital document, and the digital certificate associated 
with the received digital document are received contemporaneously." (Emphasis 
ad led). Therefore, Mazzagatte does not teach or suggest at least the above-recited 
fe: ture. 

Since Slick is legally inadequate to cure the deficiencies of the Ma:zzagatte, a 
pr ma facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by Mazzagatte in view of Slick 
has not been made. Accordingly, claim 11 is not obvious under the proposed 
CO nbination of Mazzagatte m view of SlicK and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

d. Claims 14-16 

Because independent claim 11 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
de aendent claims 14-16 (which depend firom independent claim 1 1) are allowable as a 
mitter of law for at least the reason that dependent claims 14-16 contain all the steps 
and features of independent claim 1 1 . For at least this reason, the rejections of claims 
l4-16 should be withdrawn. 

>10- 
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CONCLUSION 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully submit that all 
ob ections and/or rejections have been traversed^ rendered moot, and/or 
ac ;ommodated, and that the pending claims are in condition for allowance. Favorable 
re( onsideration and allowance of the present application and all pending claims axe 
he-eby courteously requested. If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic 
CO ifejcence would expedite the examination of this matter, the Examiner is invited to 
ca 1 the undersigned agent at (770) 933-9500. 



Respectfully submitted. 




Reg. No. 47^83 
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